This study investigated the Relationship between Depth of Vocabulary Knowledge and Semantic Set in Iranian EFL Learners' Vocabulary Used in Writing. The purpose of this study was to see the role of depth of vocabulary knowledge in making appropriate choices among words in a semantic set in EFL learners' writing performance. 70 lower-intermediate and upper-intermediate learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) from the language learners of English institute in Bandar Abbas, Iran participated in this study. Instruments for the data collection include Word Association Test (WAT), Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS), and four writing tests. In the first phase, using MANOVA statistical procedure for data analysis, the role of depth of vocabulary knowledge in writing performance and appropriate use of words in a semantic set in overall writing quality was investigated. The second part of the study attempted to explore the role of appropriate use of words in a semantic set in the participants' overall writing performance using independent sample t-test. Finally, attempts were made to identify the role of depth of vocabulary knowledge and appropriate use of words in a semantic set in the overall use of words in the participants' writings using a two-way ANOVA as the data analysis technique. The results of the data analysis provided empirical evidence supporting that: a) depth of vocabulary knowledge played a fundamental role in appropriate use of words in a semantic set in lower-intermediate level but not in upper-intermediate level, b) depth of vocabulary knowledge has a significant role in overall writing performance only in upper-intermediate level, c) using words appropriately in a semantic set played a significant role in writing performance of the lowerintermediate participants, while the opposite was revealed for the upper-intermediate group, d) the upperintermediate learners could benefit from their knowledge of depth of vocabulary in using words, in general, correctly and appropriately. The findings promise some pedagogical implications for vocabulary and writing curriculum development, material development, and course designing.
Introduction
As Mezynski (1983) , Laufer (2001) and Bell (2003) claim, knowledge of vocabulary is multifaceted and from a varying of degrees. In one classification word knowledge is categorized into two main groups: breadth and depth of vocabulary knowledge. These aspects of vocabulary, especially depth of vocabulary, has been reported to have interaction with other language skills especially reading comprehension (Qian, 1998; Shen, 2008) , writing performance (Laufer and Nation, 1995) , reading tests (Qian and Shedl, 2004) , and even mental lexicon (Wolter,2001 ).
This study aims at investigating the role of depth of vocabulary knowledge in making appropriate choices among words in a semantic set in EFL learners' writing performance. More specifically, this study assessed the relationship among depth of vocabulary knowledge, semantic set and vocabulary use in writing performance in lower-intermediate and upper-intermediate EFL learners in three main phases.
Depth and Breadth of Vocabulary and Language Skills
Vocabulary, as the fundamental building block of language skills (Schmitt, 1999) , was attracted researchers' attention in the field of language skills especially reading, listening and writing. These studies tried to address the role of vocabulary in language skills acquisition and make a link between vocabulary and different aspects of language skills.
In this regard, breadth of vocabulary is reported to correlate well with reading comprehension in that a certain threshold level vocabulary is needed for comprehension to take place. Nation (1990) mentions that EFL learners need knowledge of at least 3000 high frequency words in a productive way to be able to deal with academic reading tasks (cited in Qian, 1998) and Laufer (1994) estimated knowledge of 5000 words to read independently. Studies on the effect of vocabulary on listening comprehension focus on vocabulary preparation prior to the listening task. Chang (2007) reported improvement of vocabulary knowledge of learners as a result of such preparation, mostly based on both breadth and depth of knowledge, but their listening comprehension did not improve significantly. He reported that vocabulary preparation enhanced learners' confidence and willingness to complete the listening task. Confirming Chang's results, Mehrpour and Rahimi (2010) in an investigation of the effect of general and specific breadth of vocabulary knowledge on reading and listening comprehension came to the conclusion that vocabulary knowledge was only a deciding factor in reading comprehension and no significant effect was found on listening comprehension. However, in another phase of the research it was concluded that gaining familiarity with the difficult lexical items lead to a significant effect on both reading and listening comprehension performance and that this effect was stronger in reading than listening comprehension.
Vocabulary knowledge influences productive skills, especially writing as Grabe and Kaplan (1996) state that ''vocabulary development not only supports reading and writing, it also promotes syntactic flexibility and creates a foundation for further learning' ' (p. 275) . The analysis of L2 writers' text revealed that breadth of vocabulary plays a deciding role in L2 writing performance and that more proficient learners use more varied vocabulary than less proficient learners (Harley & King, 1989; Linnarud, 1986) . The effect of vocabulary on writing is not limited to writing as product. In a study to find out the usefulness of process writing approach (see section 2.4 for a discussion on process approach to writing) to improve vocabulary, Muncie (2002) analyzed the timed composition and the first and final drafts of a process-based approach composition with Lexical Frequency Profile (LFP). Results revealed more use of sophisticated vocabulary between the first and final draft of the composition in comparison with the timed composition. This was, as Muncie claimed, the result of the revisions, time and some other sources (like reading materials, discussions, etc.) available to the learners during the act of writing the drafts that will help students "to stretch their vocabulary, although it is suggested that explicitly concentrating on vocabulary in the pre-writing stage may encourage even greater vocabulary development" (p. 225). This claim was later supported by Coxhead and Byrd (2007) . They believe that writing teachers need the necessary tools, including new ideas in teaching vocabulary like vocabulary software and websites, to teach vocabulary and grammar of academic prose in writing classes. This effect of vocabulary on the use of words in writing can be enhanced during the task of writing composition, as well. East (2006) reported an increase in lexical sophistication and appropriate word choice when the learners were allowed to use bilingual dictionaries while writing. This also positively affected the writing quality in comparing to 'without dictionary' writing tests. Although knowledge of vocabulary has been found to contribute to writing performance in the aforementioned studies, Schoonen et al. (2002 Schoonen et al. ( , 2003 maintain that the effect of vocabulary knowledge on writing performance is overshadowed by other linguistic or metalinguistic abilities that share common cognitive knowledge or skills.
As it was reviewed in this section, depth and breadth of vocabulary contribute to language skills performance since words are the language users' main tool to convey their message and to use it appropriately and consequently will lead to effective language communication. This effectiveness will enhance if learners are careful especially about depth of vocabulary and how to treat it in different language skills.
Research Hypothesis
Furthermore, the current study aims to discuss the following hypothesis:
Alternative Hypotheses1: Depth of vocabulary knowledge has significant relationship in EFL learners' appropriate use of words in a semantic set in writing performance. ilr.ideasspread.org International Linguistics Research Vol. 1, No. 2; 2018 Alternative Hypotheses 2: Depth of vocabulary knowledge has significant relationship in EFL learners' writing performance.
Alternative Hypotheses 3: Appropriate use of words in a semantic set has significant relationship in EFL learners' writing performance.
Alternative Hypotheses 4: Depth of vocabulary knowledge and appropriate use of words in a semantic set has significant relationship in EFL learners' vocabulary use in writing performance.
Methodology
The design of this study is descriptive. First, participants take part in the writing exams. Then, WAT and VKS administer to the participants. The rationale behind this order of test administration is to prevent sensitization of students to the purpose of the research. While administering WAT papers, participants are encouraged to give as many answers as they can, even if they are not sure whether the given answer is correct or not (Read, 1993) .
Instruments
The following instruments will be used to gather data in this study: (Randall, 1980 , cited in Wolter, 2002 ). Attempts will be made to monitor the choice of prompt words to avoid using two classes of words, namely the words that "tend to elicit a very high proportion of primary responses and much lower proportions of secondary, tertiary, and other responses (e.g., black) [and] words that tend to have a low proportion of all responses (e.g., trouble), finally resulting in a number of idiosyncratic responses" (ibid, p. 318). The other type which is used in the current study is a list of 40 prompt words, each followed by a list of eight words four of which are related to the prompt word semantically while the others are not. The four related words will be selected to represent three semantic relations, namely paradigmatic, syntagmatic and analytic. Read (1993) reported its reliability as . 092 and Nassaji (2006) reported its split half reliability as .089.
(c) Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (VKS) to find out the participants' level of depth of vocabulary knowledge. This test originally was developed by Paribakht and Wesche (1993) to differentiate stages in learners' developing knowledge of words. This instrument is designed to show self-perceived and demonstrated knowledge of specific words in written form. Learners should indicate their level of knowledge about the target words in a likert scale ranging from total unfamiliarity to the ability to use the words in context. The instrument enjoys a high reliability estimate as Paribakht and Wesche (1997) asserted that "a reliability estimate for the VKS was established through test-retest administration of a word list (N = 32) to 93 students at 6 different proficiency levels in the 1992 ESL summer school program. The resulting Pearson correlation was .89 for scores on the 24 content words, and .82 for scores on the 8 discourse connectives, indicating that the instrument can elicit acceptably reliable responses" (p. 180).The present researcher will intend to use both tests of depth of vocabulary knowledge (i.e. WAT and VKS) due to the fact that having more than one measure of the same words provides much richer knowledge, allows strength of knowledge to be measured, and prevents unreliability of results due to the bias effect of using only one model of depth of vocabulary knowledge (Zareva, 2005) .
(d) Writing tests: All the aforementioned measures for the productive vocabulary in writing measured the vocabulary size or breadth of vocabulary in the compositions written by the language learners and no specific writing test which can reflect depth of vocabulary knowledge and its manifestation in writing is found. This few of research may be due to the difficulty of controlling all of the contributing factors regarding vocabulary simultaneously (Silva and Matsuda, 2002) . Thus, it is required to design, develop and validate four writing tests, for each proficiency level. For each writing test, a list of words will be given to the learners coupled with a particular topic. They will be asked to write a short essay using the given words in at least 100 words for lower covered in the language learners' main course books (i.e. Top Notch series) which do not need any expert knowledge. Also, the target words will be selected from among the ones participants had covered in their previous course books to make sure that they know the meaning of the words and to prevent them from using avoidance strategy in word selection when they do not know the meaning of a word. To improve the reliability of the writing tests, another rater rated the essays written by the participants based on Jacobs et al. 's (1981, cited 
Procedure
First, participants took part in the writing exams. Then, WAT and VKS administer to the participants. The rationale behind this order of test administration is to prevent sensitization of students to the purpose of the research. While administering WAT papers, participants encouraged to give as many answers as they can, even if they are not sure whether the given answer is correct or not (Read, 1993).
Scoring

Scoring Writing Tests
Scoring subjects' writings done in two phases. In the first phase, the writing papers scored based on the scoring scheme to assess overall ability of the subjects in writing skill. Following Bacha (2001), whose findings indicate that analytic scoring schemes is more beneficial for the EFL program than the holistic criteria, the Composition Profile of Jacobs et al. (1981 ( , cited in Weigle, 2002 used in the present study to measure the learners' writing ability. This scheme of writing assessment is an analytic one. The writing tests are assessed according to five aspects: content (30 points), organization (20 points), vocabulary (20 points), language use (25 points) and mechanics (5 points). The rationale behind using this scale of writing evaluation is that in the vocabulary section, it puts emphasis on 'effective word choice and usage' and 'appropriate register' which are both fundamental aspects of depth of vocabulary knowledge. In the second phase of scoring writing papers, the essays are assessed based on the appropriate use of five of the given words in the test items as are explained above. To do so, a mini dictionary is designed by the researcher as for the words and situations used with each target word in the writing tests.
WAT and VKS
The WAT papers of the participants scored with the exact scoring method based on the answer key developed by Read (1993) . The final score for each participant is in percentile rank. Also, to score VKS papers, the scheme suggested by Wesche and Paribakht (1996) was used.
Results
Data Analysis and Results for the First and Second Research Questions
The first two alternative hypotheses were concerned with the role of depth of vocabulary knowledge in appropriate use of words in a semantic set and writing performance. A MANOVA procedure was run to compare the means of scores in writing performance and appropriate use of words in a semantic set, as the two dependent variables, of learners who were categorized into high and low level of depth of vocabulary knowledge, as the independent variable. The following is the detailed results of data analysis in the two proficiency levels chosen for this study, namely lower intermediate and upper intermediate.
Lower -Intermediate Level
To check whether the data in the lower-intermediate level did not violate the assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices the Box, Test was run. As the results of Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrix display, the Box's M statistic (1.302) has a probability of .75. Since this probability level is higher than the .05 significance level set by the researcher, it can be concluded that the model consisting depth of vocabulary knowledge, appropriate use of words in a semantic set and writing performance is a good model and both uni-variant and multi-variant results can be reported. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics of between subject factors. As mentioned in the previous chapter, participants were divided into two groups based on their scores in WAT; that is, those with scores of 50 percent and above were considered as lexically skilled (high depth) and those with scores below 50 were considered as lexically less skilled (low depth). In lower intermediate level, 26 learners were lexically skilled and 11 learners were lexically less skilled.
To find out whether depth of vocabulary knowledge has a significant role in appropriate use of words in a semantic set and overall writing performance of lower-intermediate learners the MANOVA procedure was applied to the data. Tables 3 summarizes the multivariate tests checking whether the combined dependent variable, appropriate use of words in a semantic set and overall writing performance, is different across the depth of vocabulary knowledge, i.e. high depth and low depth, of the participants. As Table 3 shows, for depth of vocabulary knowledge (DVK) Wilks' Lambda = .846, F = 3.097, p > .05. Therefore, depth of vocabulary knowledge did not play a significant role in the combined dependent variables. As it is indicated in the Table 4 .3, the partial eta squared is .154 which shows that about 15 % of the variance in the combined dependent variable can be accounted by depth of vocabulary knowledge.
In order to detect the significant role of depth of vocabulary on each dependent variable separately, test of between subject effects was run (Table, 4 ). The results indicated that depth of vocabulary knowledge, with F = 6.0484, p = .019 (p > .05), has a significant role in appropriate use of words in a semantic set, but not a significant role in writing performance, F = 2.371, p = .133 (p < .05).
Comparison of the means (Figure 4 .1) reveals that participants with high depth of vocabulary knowledge (Mean = 28.308) were more successful in using appropriate words in a semantic set than those with low depth of vocabulary knowledge (Mean = 23.636).
Therefore, in the lower-intermediate level, the first alternative hypothesis, predicting significant role of depth of vocabulary knowledge in appropriate use of words in a semantic set, was retained. However, the second alternative hypothesis, predicting a significant role of depth of vocabulary knowledge in overall writing performance, was retained, too. According to Table 6 , for depth of vocabulary knowledge (DVK) variable Wilks' Lambda = .740, F = 5.101, p > .05. Therefore, depth of vocabulary knowledge played a significant role in the combined dependent variables.
As it is indicated in the Table 6 , the partial eta squared is .260 which shows that 26 % of the variance in the combined dependent variable can be accounted by depth of vocabulary knowledge.
To detect whether the role of depth of vocabulary knowledge in each dependent variable was significant, test of between subject effects was run to the data. Table 7 illustrates the results of data analysis. As the Table 7 displays, depth of vocabulary knowledge did not play a significant role in appropriate use of words in a semantic set, F = 2.806, p = .104 (p > .05), but had a significant role in writing performance with F = 10.004, p = .004 (p < .05).
Restatement of the Third Research Question and Alternative Hypothesis
Does appropriate use of words in a semantic set have any significant role in EFL learners' overall writing performance?
Based on the above research question, the following alternative -hypothesis was formulated:
Appropriate use of words in a semantic set has significant role in EFL learners' overall writing performance.
Data Analysis and Results for the Third Research Question
Lower-intermediate Level
To probe the third alternative hypothesis, which was concerned about the role of appropriate use of words in a semantic set in writing performance, the means of writing scores were compared using independent t-test. In this phase, participants in the lower intermediate level were divided into two groups based on their scores of appropriate use of words in a semantic set. Those who gained at and above 30 (out of 40) were considered as 'appropriate users' (N = 25) and those with scores of below 30 were considered as 'inappropriate users' (N = 12) with the means of 28.7200 and 24.4167, respectively. The effect size was large (d = 2.7). This shows that appropriate users did better in overall writing performance than inappropriate users. To probe the significance of this difference in the means of the two groups, a t-test procedure was applied to the data. Table 9 represents the results of the independent sample t-test on the means of writing scores for these two groups. The results of the independent t-test show that the significant index of the comparison of EFL learners' mean scores of writing performances with high and low level of appropriate use of words in a semantic set is .006, which at 35 degrees of freedom and 2.929 t-observed value, is much lower than the .05 level of significance set for this study. In other words, appropriate use of words in a semantic set has a significant role in writing performance of intermediate language learners.
Upper-Intermediate Level
The third alternative hypotheses was probed in the same way as was done following the same procedure we went over in the lower -intermediate level, i.e. an independent t-test was run to. Tables 10 and 11 summarize the results of the data analysis. Table 11 represents the results of the independent sample t-test on the means of writing for these two groups. In upper-intermediate level, the significance index of the comparison of language learners' mean scores of writing performances with high and low appropriate use of words in a semantic set is .261, which at 30 degrees of freedom and 1.147 t-observed value, is higher than the .05 level of significance set for this study. In other words, appropriate use of words in a semantic set does not have a significant role in overall writing performance of upper-intermediate EFL learners. Therefore, the third alternative hypothesis was retained for the upper-intermediate level. To probe the fourth alternative hypotheses, predicting significant role of depth of vocabulary and appropriate use of words in a semantic set in vocabulary use in writing, a two-way ANOVA was applied to the data. Table 12 illustrates the results of the two-way ANOVA test. As the table shows, the significant level for appropriate use of words in a semantic set is .025 at 1 degree of freedom and 5.527 F-observed value which is lower than the significant level of .05 chosen for this study. However, no significant level was found for depth of vocabulary knowledge and the interaction of semantic set and depth of vocabulary since the P-value of both were .356 and .469, respectively, which are higher than .05. Therefore, the fourth null hypothesis, predicting no significant role of depth of vocabulary and appropriate use of words in a semantic set in vocabulary use in writing, was partially rejected in lower-intermediate level (only for semantic set and not for depth of vocabulary and its interaction with semantic set).
Restatement of the Fourth Research Question and Alternative Hypothesis
Upper-intermediate Level
The same procedure as followed in the data analysis of lower-intermediate was run to the data in the upperintermediate level. Table 13 reports the result of the analysis. As Table 13 indicates, in the upper-intermediate level, the significant level for appropriate use of words in a semantic set is .458 at 1 degree of freedom and .566 F-observed values. This significant level is, unlike the lowerintermediate level, higher than the significant level of .05 set for this study. On the other hand, the significant level for depth of vocabulary knowledge is .042 at 1 degree of freedom and .4.519 F-observed value which is a bit lower than .05. However, like the results of lower-intermediate level in this phase of data analysis, the significant level for the interaction of semantic set and depth of vocabulary is .191, which is higher than .05. Therefore, the fourth alternative hypothesis, predicting significant role of depth of vocabulary and appropriate use of words in a semantic set in vocabulary use in writing, was again partially retained in upper-intermediate level.
Regression Analysis
Due to the fact that WAT is a receptive test of depth of vocabulary knowledge and VKS is a mostly productive one, it is possible that this contrast may affect the results of this study which addresses productive aspect of vocabulary knowledge. However, almost all the previous studies on depth of vocabulary knowledge reported above used WAT as the single measure of depth of vocabulary knowledge regardless of its receptive nature. Therefore, to compare the results of this study with those of others, the researcher used WAT scores in the main phases of the study. Meanwhile, to control for the possible receptivity and productivity effect of the two tests, a regression procedure was run with the scores of WAT and VKS. Using the enter method, a significant model emerged: F (1, 46) = 70.549, p < .0005. The model explains 60% of the variance (Adjusted R2 = .597). Table 14 tabulates and summarizes the results. The documented regression between the two tests of depth of vocabulary knowledge revealed that the two tests provide the same information and the scores of WAT can predict the scores of VKS. However, care should be taken in interpreting results of WAT in relation to writing skill and productive vocabulary. As it was mentioned in chapter 3 rather implicitly, the first two columns of VKS assess the receptive aspects of depth of vocabulary knowledge and the other three columns focus on the productive aspect. Therefore, the high regression may be because of the partiality of assessing receptive / productive depth of vocabulary by VKS and not only assessing productive knowledge of depth of vocabulary. However, the high regression provides us with a deeper understanding of the participants' depth of vocabulary knowledge from two distinct perspectives.
Discussion
Considering the aforementioned results, it is now possible to ponder the first and second research questions in light of empirical evidence and compare or contrast the present study in this phase with the similar ones to make the results more meaningful.
Regarding the first research question, analysis of data revealed the significant role of depth of vocabulary knowledge in choosing and using words in a semantic set appropriately in compositions. This means that having knowledge about different aspects of depth of vocabulary, i.e. different meanings of a word, syntactic functioning and collocational behavior (Read, 2004) , contributes to selecting and using the best words in a semantically related set. In other words, when an EFL learner encounters a set of words with a shade of similar meaning, this depth of knowledge can be of help in finding nuances of differences in word usage. However, the present study documented this significant role in lower-intermediate and not in upper-intermediate level. The reason may be hidden in the fact that upper-intermediate participants focused more on derivational and syntactic behavior of individual words among the criteria of word appropriateness set for this study. On the other hand, lower-intermediate learners might pay more attention to the semantic aspects of words (cf. section 4.3.2.1). Also, the results of this part are related to the findings of Hashemi and Gowdasiaei (2005) . Their study revealed that teaching words in a semantic set may result in increase in both depth and breadth of vocabulary knowledge. Considering this, side by side the result of the present study, it can be pointed out that the relationship between depth of vocabulary knowledge and semantic set is a bidirectional one. In other words, both of these concepts can work as to the betterment of the other. However, this bidirectional relation may be only for lower-intermediate level due to the fact that no significant relationship was found in the present study between depth of vocabulary and use of words in a semantic set in upperintermediate level.
But presenting words in a semantic set was shown to be effective in augmenting depth of vocabulary knowledge in Hashemi and Gowdasiaei (2005 In addition, results of the present study in the upper-intermediate level support Baba's (Baba, 2009) claim that knowledge of semantic relations, viz semantic set, will improve the quality writing. However, the result of this study speak against Batty (2007) who found a significant relationship between WAT scores and scores of the written section of Kanda English Proficiency (KEPT) of the Japanese intermediate EFL learners and not the upperintermediate ones.
As was reported above, those lower-intermediate EFL learners who used words in a semantic set appropriately could achieve higher scores in their compositions. This appropriateness helps them to use a variety of words correctly related to a certain concept. This is in line with and enriches Engber (1995) who investigated the extent to which lexical richness and accuracy were related to writing quality of intermediate learners. She found that those who used a variety of different words appropriately were given higher scores on their composition. She also highlighted the fact that the scorers of L2 compositions were negatively affected by using a word inappropriately and that they, i.e. the raters, take the lexical errors into account during the act of scoring the compositions. She concludes that "the diversity of lexical choice and the correctness of lexical form have a significant effect on the readers of timed compositions written by L2 writers at an intermediate to high-intermediate level of proficiency" (p. 150). In line with this, East (2006) asserted that allowing learners to use bilingual dictionaries may result in an increase in lexical sophistication, measured by LFP based on variety of lexis used, and this "has potentially positive benefits in terms of enhancing writing quality" (p. 194). In other words, one way of improving appropriateness of use of words in a semantic set may be, according to East (ibid), use of bilingual dictionaries while writing.
However, in the upper-intermediate level, using words appropriately in a semantic set does not play a role in participants' achievement of higher writing scores. This contradiction with the results obtained in lowerintermediate level may confirm the effect of proficiency level in role of appropriate use of words in a semantic set in overall writing performance. It means that, using a variety of words appropriately related to a certain concept brings coherence to lower-intermediate participants' writing performance and this may affect scores on writing quality (Mc Carthy, 1991) .
For compositions written by upper-intermediate learners, however, this coherence might be the consequence of good content arrangement and topical knowledge and not because of use of words in a semantic set appropriately in writing performance.
As was indicated in the result section of the fourth research question, for lower intermediate level appropriate use of words in a semantic set has a significant role in vocabulary use in writing and in upper-intermediate level depth of vocabulary knowledge has such a significant role. Few research studies were engaged with vocabulary use in writing. One such study, however, was Muncie's (2002) study whose results are nearly related to the present study. He found more use of sophisticated words in process writing comparing to timed composition. He discussed that this difference was due to the time available and group discussions in process writing approach which were absent in the timed composition. As two of the sub-criteria of vocabulary use in Jacobs et al. 's (1981 's ( , cited in Weigle, 2002 scoring profile are 'sophisticated range' and 'appropriate register', depth of vocabulary and appropriate use of words in a semantic set can fill the aforementioned gap in timed composition. In other words, these two concepts can compensate for the lack of time available for reflecting on word choice during timed composition. However, depth of vocabulary knowledge was only effective in upper-intermediate level. This may be due to the fact that such knowledge is less developed in lower-proficiency levels to be manifested in writing in terms of vocabulary use (Kainvanpanah & Zandi, 2009 
Implications of the Study
Based on the results reported above, some pedagogical implications can be made as the following:
1. Vocabulary and writing curriculum developers and course designers should put an emphasis on depth of vocabulary knowledge and words in a semantic set to empower and strengthen the validity of their programs and curricula.
2. There is a lack of emphasis on depth of vocabulary in the current materials on writing instruction. Material developers and should include some sections related to depth of vocabulary knowledge in writing course books and even in writing sections of EGP (English for General Purposes) course books. Such a focus, however, should emphasize the appropriate use of words in the compositions based on the knowledge of depth of vocabulary and the topic of the composition.
3. Writing instructors, especially in higher proficiency levels, should concentrate more on teaching different aspects of words, i.e. depth of vocabulary knowledge, with focus of semantic sets, than work on breadth of word knowledge to enrich language learners' writing quality in terms of vocabulary. However, due to the fact that the knowledge of vocabulary of the lower proficiency levels may not be manifested in writing performance, focus on depth of vocabulary should be with caution.
Suggestions for Further Research
The process, results and conclusion of the present study lead to some further lines of research. First of all, other studies can be done with the same objectives and aims in other proficiency levels like lower and upper advance to cross check the findings among different proficiency levels. Second, following Read (2004) who argued for distinguishing among different aspects of depth of vocabulary with different measures, the same study can be run with other measures of depth of vocabulary knowledge like elicitation of word definition or test items requiring precision of word knowledge. Third, the role of depth of vocabulary knowledge and semantic set can be investigated in other skills such as listening and speaking. More specifically, the role of depth of vocabulary knowledge in writing can be assessed in comparison with the role of breadth of vocabulary. This comparison will be deepened if the future researchers focus on other genres of writing other than descriptive type.
